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STATE OF VERMONT
"VWAt er Resources Board

appeal-of Harold Masterson, 29.V.S. A §406

Chester Ketcham and Findings of Fact,.'
(eorge Devoid re: - Concl usi ons of Law-and. -
Proposed Encroachnents - O der

into Lake Dunmore, VI
. INTRODUCTION

 Following ‘public hearings on March 23,.1987 and April 6, -
1987 at Middlebury, Vernont the' hearing referee issued Prelimi-"
nary Findings of Fact on April 15, 1987. All parties to thi's
proceeding received copies of the prelimnary findings and were
given an opportunity to respond in witing. The Agency of
Envi ronnent al Conservation and the appellants filed proposed
findings of fact.

"On the basis of its record in this matter, the Water Re-
sources Board nakes the followings findings of fact and con-
*lusions of law.

FI_NDI NGS _OF FACT AND CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW :

l. - -The Water Resources Board adopts in their entirety the
preliminary findings of fact issued by the hearing referee'
on April 15, 1987, | K

2. The natural. surroundings' in the general vicinity of the
- .proposed encroachments have been substantially “altered by
- existing residential devel opment and encroachments. The -
“wvisual inpact, of ‘the 'proposed encroachnents are:not distin-.
-guishable from the cumul ative visual inpact of the existing .
"encroachments and devel opnent in.their | Medi ate vieinity.:
.Accordingly, the Board concludes that the aﬁpel | ant's
proposed encroachments are consistent with t he, natural
% surroundings .. ' R ‘
3. _In its decision, the Department of Water Resources concl uded
- that the proposed encroachnments adversely affected fish |
: habitat for two reasons (prelimnary finding #28).

.The first reason for, denial was the Department's.conclusion
‘that the extent of the encroachnments beyond the nean water

| evel meant that "important fish habitat has been | ost due
to wall' and deck'construction.” In evaluating inpacts on
fish habitat the Department relied heavily on the wijtten
'‘-'comments of the pistrict Fisheries Biologist. The District
Fi sheries Biologist made 'no eval uationof the inportance of
the fish habitat at the site of the proposed encroachments.
Hs witten conments (appellant's exhibit #8 and Prelimnary
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Fi ndi ng #24) were based not on any sSite specific evaluation
but'rather reflect a "“generic position" opposing all, or
virtual ly-all, encroachments irrespective of their actual
impact on fish habitat. L

The District Fisheries Biologist testified that the proposed
encroachnents coul d in fact have a beneficial impact on fish
habitat by reducing shoreline erosion and thereby eliminat- -
ing turbid water conditions. S )

The second reascp’ given by the Départment Water Resources
for its determination of an adverse impact on fish habitat
was: -

"The cumulative impact Of Simlar shoreline con=
‘struction could substantially reduce the habitat
necessary to sustain the sources of indigenous fish

species.’

As the Board has concl uded previously (In re: LaFleur V.
Depart nent-of Water Resources, 1984), 29 V,S.A. §405(b)
requires, the assessment of the -impact of any proposed
encroachnment in:conjunction with all other existing en-

croachments., The consideration of the potential ‘cunul-ative
effects of the possible future encroachments 1S neither ~

dontenpl ated nor authorized Dy existing law,

The proposed encroachments may have a beneficial impact on
fish habitat by reducing. shoreline erosion; therefore the ..
Board concl udes that the proposed encroachments will not

adversely affect £ish habitat. "

To the extent that they are not Incorporated in the forego-
i ng, '-all‘:egue_sted'findi'ngs‘ of fact proposed by the parties,
are hereby deni ed.

' The encroachments ﬁroposed by the appellants will not

adversely affectthe public good Within the meaning of 29
V.S.A. §405(b).

. ORDER

On the basis of the above findings of fact and concl usi ons

| aw, the Water ResourcesS Board under the.provisions of 29

.S. A 8406 and 9408 hereby reverses the decision of the Depart-~
ent of \WAter Resources denying Management of Lakes and Ponds

n

pplications #85-81 (Harold Masterson), #85-86 (Georf%e
d #85-87 (Chester Xetcham) for the construction o
ants into Lake Dunmore in the Town of Leicester. These en-

Devoi d)

encroach-
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‘croachments are hereby approved subject to the requirement that
it hey be constructed in conpliance with the application submtted
1U)%Fe Departnent of Water. Resources (Appellant's Exhibits #1 4

‘Done thlS 2nd. day of July, L987 at Berlin, Vermont..

Vermont Hater‘Rusources Board

Ca 'arl ne B. Rachlm, alrman
|| Board members apﬁfoﬁings .
this deci sion;:

Catharine B. Rachlin:
william D. Countrynan °
William Boyd Davi es
_Thomas Adler '

Board nenbers not
participating

David M. Wl son




State of Vermont -
Wat er Resources Board

Harold Masterson 29 V.S. A 5406
Chester Ketcham and Prelimnary Findings of
George Devoi d , F ac t

Proposed Encroachment -
Lake Dunmore, Vermont

- INTRODUCTION -

In separate decisions each dated January 7, 1987 the.
Department of Water Resources and Environnental Engineering
d enied the applications of Harold Masterson (#85-81), Chester
Ketcham (#85-87), and George Devoid (#85-86) for permts
authorizing the constructionof encroachnents into Lake Dunmore

in the Town of Leicester.

On January 17, 1987, Harold Masterson, Chester Ketcham and
George Devoid (ap elfants)l_ each filed an appeal with the 'Vernont
Water Resources ard. hese aﬁ)\/ﬁ)eal S were consolidated and a-

, public hearing was conducted at Mddlebury, Vermont on March 23,
' n1987 and April 6, 1986 by a hearing referee appointed by the
[V ernont Water Resources Board.

Appearances at this hearing were entered by the follow ng
parties: -

{a} .Harold Masterson
(b) ' Chester S. Ketcham
(c) Ge‘di:.ge"Dévoid co
(d) - Agency of Environmental Conservation
(e) ~~Robert Emilo. o
B (f):,l Mlakwe]_.ljjbti‘sf |

Durin.'g- the course Of the hearing the fol | ow hg docunents

were entered into the record: .,
4

Appellants Exhibit #1: The application for a permit under the
provisions of 29 V.S, A, Chapterll submtted by Chester EKetcham
to the Department.of WAt er Resources consisting of: an
“Iapplication form, attachment A, one pat[:;e of diagrams' descri bing
the proposed, encroachnent and five color photographs of the

picoj ect site.

Appellants Exhibit $2: A photograph showing the Ketcham property
and the shorefine prior to construction of the proposed

encroachment.

— e ————————
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Appellants ‘Exhibit #3: Three. col or photographs show ng the. -

Masterson p'ropertg and environs before and during construction -~
of the proposed bul khead and deck.

Appel | ants Exhibit #4: ' The application for'a pernit under the

provisions of 29 v.S8.A., Chapter 11 submitted by Harold Masterson
t 0 the Department Of \WAter Resources consisting of . .an
application form, Attachment A, and Attachnent B.. .

Appellants Exhibit #5: The application fér a permit under the o -

provisions of 29 v.S.A., Chapter 11 submitted by George Devoid to |

t he Department Of \Wter Resources consisting Of . an application
form Attachment A, two pages of diagrans describing the proposed .
encroachment and Si X color.photographs show ng the Devoid
property c’alnd environs and the proposed bulkhead and deck as
constructed. . .

Appel | ants Exhibit #6: AN undated di agram of Harxold Maste_rson“S"

proposed encroachment.

Appel | ant & Exhibit #7: 'Four dol or EhOt ographs show ng the
e

Masterson property and environs and the' proposed bul khead and
deck as constructed.

Appel  ants Exhibit #8: Three |etters, each' dated May 23, 198'63{ h

addressed to Donald J. Manni ng, Department of Water Resources

from David R. Callum, District Fisheries Biologist regarding the
Masterson, Ketcham 'and Devoi d applications for a permt under:the
provisions of 29 V.S.A., Chapter 1l.

Abpellants Exhibit #9: A document entitled "l nvestigation and

Determ nation of Public Good Concerning Application. #85-79 of
Maxwell and Marion Otis" dated January 7, 1987 signed by David, ..
Clough, Departnent, of Water Resources. : _

A;ppéllants, Exhibit #10: An affidavit by Glenn Andres dated March

20, 1987 W Lh 12 color. photographs of the Masterson, Ketcham, and -
devoid properties. ’ 3

 Appellants Exhibit #12: An affidavit by Peter Mkey dated May
37, 1986.

sgency Exhi bit #1: A diagram prepared by Paul J. Cummings,

Jepartment Ol Water Resources dated June 19, 1986 showi ng the
tetcham bul khead, deck and. docks as constructed.

\gency Exhibit $2: A diagra:::l.pi:epared by the Agency' of

invironméntal conservation show ng the Chester Ketcham, Harol d
fasterson, Maxwel | -Qtis and CGeorge Devoid bul kheads, decks and
locks as constructed.

Agency Exhibit #3: A di agram prepared, by Paul J. Cunmings,

Department Of vaier Resources dated June 19, 1986 showing the
Masterson bul khead, deck and docks as constructed.
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Agency Exhibit $4.' A diagram prepared by Paul J. Cumm ngs dated

June 19, 1986 showing the Devoid bul khead, deck and docks as
construct ed,

Agency Exhibit #5: Three col or photographs show ng the Devoid

property and enmvirons and the proposed bul khead an deck as .
constructed.

Agency Exhibit §6:" Two color 'photographs, showing 'the Devoid:

property and environs .and. the proposed bulkhead and deck as '

constructed. . . .

Agency Exhibit #7: Three color photographs show ng the Masterson

property and environs and the proposed bul khead: and deck as
constructed.' - . y

Agency Exhibit #8: Three color 'photographs show ng the Masterson

Property and environs and the proposed bul khead and deck as
sonstructed.,

Agency Bxhibit:. #9:  Three color photographs show ng the Ketcham

>roperty and environs and the proposed bul khead and deck as.
sonstructed.

\gency Exhibit $10: Three col or -photographs show ng the, Ketcham
>roperty and environs and the proposed bulkhead and deck as
tonstructed.

\géncy Exhibit $11: 'TWo color phot ogr aphs. . showi ng. t he- Maxwel |

ind Marion Otis property and environs and the proposed bul khead
ind deck as constructed.,

\gency Exhi bit #12: & record of water, levels, on Lake Dunmore "

recorded .by.the Department of WAt er Resources .between August ~1, 972
ind November 1986. . . - - -

During the course of this 'proceeding the following document.
ras ruled inadmssible-by the hearing referee:

\ppellant's Exhibit for identification #11: An affidavit by

. Peter Wmmer dated April 2, 19&/.

" PRELI i NARY FINDINGS OF FACT

1. In Februarv of 1984 Harol d Masterson built a retaining wall
or bul khead on shoreline property on the Lake Dunmore. M.
Mast erson owned the property In question at the time of this
construction but has since sold it to Fred Couse.

The bul khead was built to protect the shoreline from erosion
whi ch' over a period of years had washed away -soil to the

extent that several trees had died and a cenment stairway had
been undermned. The bul khead was constructed of 6 inch by

6 inch timbers backfilled with stone. A portion of the
bul khead 1's covered by wood' decking which is cantilevered to

overhand the Lake. (Appellants exhibits 3,4, 6, and 7).
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2. »cﬁester'xetchm, Maxwel | and Marion Otis and. George Devoid
own shoreline property' on Lake Dummore adjacent to the
- property on which Harold Masterson constructed his bul khead

‘in February of 1984,

3. In February and/or March of 1985 bulkheads ‘were constructed
- .on behal f of Ketcham, Qi S ‘and Deveid using construction
- materials and methods identical to. those used by Harold
. Masterson (Agency exhibits 5-11)., These bulkheads were al so -
if  ‘=constructed in-order to protect the shoreline from further"
il " erosion and to prevent existing trees fronm dying as a. result
i - of previous erosion (appellants exhibits. 2 and 3). o

4, Prior to construction Of the bul kheads, wave action on w ndy
% dayscreated turbid water conditions adjacent to the
shoreline. The owner Of the shoreline property immediately
north of ketcham, has placed one or nore |ogs along the
shoreline in an effort to protect against shoreline erosion.

5. The water |evel on Lake Dunmore is controlled by a dam
During the summer, including the period between-June 1st and
September 15th, the water level is maintained at 53 inches
.as measured On the gage 'at the dam and fluctuates only one

or two inches.

‘Puring the Wi nter nontbs, including Februarﬁ/ and March', the
water level is maintained at 29 inches'on the gage or 24 -
inches lower than during the summer. The summer and wi nter

wat er levels generally correspond t O the "high" and "low"
water |evels re?erred to on the diagram portions of

. Appellants exhibits 1, 4 and 5.

6. Title 29 V.S. A, Chapter 11 requires, with Sone exceptions
' (29 V.S.A. §403(b)), a permt for encroachnents which occur
beyond the shoreline asdelineated by the mean water |evel

~which is determined on.the basis of rules adopted by-the.

*water- Resources Board.

7. On Novenber. 14, 1972 the \Water Resources Board adopted five

- rules’ for determining the nean water |evel for purposes of -
~establishing jurisdiction under 29 v.s.A., Chapter 11. Rule
2 appliesto Lake Dunmore, -

Rule 2, For those lakes and ponds that have an
artificial structure which controls the flow of water

at the outlet,. the elevation of the spillway plus the
mean depth of flowage over the spillway as measured
during the period June 1 to September I5 or that |evel
whi ch” has been custonarily naintained during the said
period if,such level is other than the spillway

el evation plus the aforesaid flowage;
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In"accordance with rule 2 and on the basis of a 14 year -
record of water levels conpiled by the Department \Mter
Resources (Agency -exhibit 12), the nean water level of the
Lake punmore Tor "purposes of establishing jurisdiction.under

w29 v.8.A., Chapter, 11 is 52 inches on gage at the dam. -

Al though above the actual water, |evel at the time of their -
construction during' February and/or March; the Masterson,
Ketcham,” Ois' and Devoi d bul kheads, some of the associated
backfil| material, portionsof the decking and the attached -
docks all encroach beyond the mean water level of Lake
Dunmore as determ ned by Rul e2 of the wWater Resources
Board. (Appellants exhibits 1; 4 and 5 and Agency exhibits

1, 3, 4 and 12).

The is' and each of the appellants have placed two wooden
docks, mounted on piles "or floats adjacent to their
resRectlve bul kheads and decking. The two docks associ ated
with each property are both approxi mateloy 20 feet long, have
'a combined surface area of |ess than 500 square feet and are
not used for commercial purposes.

On June 8 or 9, 1986 Paul cummings an investigator for the
Departnment of Water Resources became -aware of the masterson,
Ketcham, O i s and Devoi d bul kheads and decking. On June 19,
1986 M. Cinnniings and Donal d Manning, a registered
professional engineer enployed by the Departnent of, Water.
Resources, Visited the Masterson, -Ketcham Gis' and Devoid
properties to determ ne the extent to which the, bulkheads, . -
backfill material and decking encroached beyond the mean -
wat er level of Lake Dunmore. At the time of .this visit, "the
construction of the bulkheads and decking was conpl ete and
the Wwater'|level was 51 inches at the gage or one inch.below
the meanwater |evel of 52 inches. 'Mr. Cunm ngs and Mr. .
Manni ng nade sketches. of the construction,, took photographs,
made measurements | ncl udi ng water depths of the Masterson,
Ketcham, Otis' and Devoid bul kheads and decking and
estimated the |ocation of the shoreline prior to -
construction. The exact location of the shoreline at mean.
wat er level could not readily be determined because the
backfill material and the decking largely obscured the
original shoreline.

On the basis of notes and measurements taken on June 19,
1986, M. CQumm ngsprepared individual site plan draw ngs
(Agency exhibits 1, 3: and 4. On the basis of these
individual site plan drawings a conposite site plan draw ng
showing all four properties and the encroachnments was,
subsequent |y prepared (Agency exhibit 2). None of these
drawings are’to scale. On the basis of these draw ngs the
Departnment of water Resources, estimated the extent of

maxi mum encroachment by the bulkheads as: ‘Harold Masterson
six feet, Chester Ketcham, twelve feet, Maxwell Qis four
feet and CGeorge Devoid ten feet. These estimates; reflect
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t he distances bet ween the maxi mum point of encroachment and

what is identified as the "old shoreline" (Agency exhibits 2
and 4 or the "top of the old shoreline" (Agency exhibits 2
and 3). The Department Of WAter Resources acknow edges a -

- potential error between one'and two feet in their estimte .-

13.'1

15.

16,

17,

of the meximum extent of encroachment. o
In October of 1985 Maxwell and Marion OQtis. and the - |
appel lants filedapplications with the Department of \Water . |
Resources seeking approval of their resnective ...0... -7}
encroachments under the provisions'of.29 v,.S.a., Chapter 11, |
(Appel I ants exhibits 1,4 and 5) . e - \

The review Of such '\.—;t\zplicationé" is coordinated on behal f of".
the Department Of

ter Resources by Donald Manning. M.
Manni ng, inaddition ta providing witten notice to abutting
property-owners and the selectmen of the town in whidh the -
proposed encroachment is located, routinely provides such
notice to, anong others, the District Fisheries Biologist.

‘Mr. Manni ng subsequently reviews the applications and all
comments Ieceived I n response to the witten notice and

prepares a draft decision. The draft decisionand the

Department's file on each application are them forwarded to-

David.Clough of the Department of \Water Resources for his
review and final action on behalf of the Department,

Upon receipt, the appellants applications and that of
Maxwel | and Marion Qtis were annotated "after the fact" by
M. -Manni ng and were subsequently revi ewed -in the manner
described in prelimnary finding #14 above. The District
Fi sheries Biologist for Lake Dunmore, Davi d Callum,

commented on all four applications in separate letters each

dated May 23,..1986,"
On January 7, 1987, the Department Of \Miter Resources.

-approved ‘the application and, Maxwell OQis (Appellants

exhibit 9) and in three separate but identical decisions
denied the appellant's applihations on the basis of their
adverse impact on 'fish habitat and their inconsistency with
the natural surroundings.! On all other criteria related to -
a determnation of public good, the Department concluded
that the appellant's encroachnments would not. adversely - -
affect the public good. In-each case M. Mnning' s draft
deci sionwas endorsed.by M. Cough with only mnor changes
and was issued as the Department's final decision on January

7, 1987.

The pepartment of \Wter Resources received no comments
regarding the consistency of the appellants proposed
encroachments Wi th the natural surroundings. Mr. Manning's
recomrendati on for an adverse finding on t%l$ criterion,
which was accepted as the Department’s position in its final
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The area ‘surrounding the encroachménts proposed by the ' Qi s] "

deci sion, was based on the follow n? rationale: (a) the
encroachments proposed by the appellants replaced a
shoreline which was naturally irregular and undulating in
shape with 'a shoreline .of straight |ines and (b} the

; encroachments were more extensive than necessary to 'protect
agai nst shoreline erosion. For these reasons the

encroachnments proposed, by the appellants were deened to be
visually intrusive. /

1
~ o 1

and the appellants | S characterized by hi gh density sunmer
canp/residential 'developnent. The lay of the land i s
relatively f1lat, and the nost conspicuous vegetation is
relatively mature, deciduous trees. These larger trees

screate a shaded ‘canopy over and surrounding the ‘housing -
built 'in the area and establish the domnant natural visual

characterof the lakeshore.

The other predom nant vegetation is grass which runs from
the water's edge to the houses and surrounds -them. T hi s
grass represents an alteration of the natural'setting. on
the "shoreline of wvirtually every property there is sone

man- made structure including docks or boathouses and

bul kheads., The materials used in constructing the

appel | ants bul kheads and decki ng and that of the Qtis' are
either wood or some formof rock. Their forns are | ow and
horizontal. Their colers are.neutral and natural, all O
them either, being stained a dark brown.or [eft in their
natural gray or brown state. (Appellants exhibit 10).

Other than information submtted by the four applicants, the
only coments which the Departnent received regarding'the

| npact of .the proposed encroachments on fish habitat were
those filed on May 23, 1986 by David Callum the Pistrict

Fi sheries Biologist (Appellants, exhibit 8}.

On May. 27, 1986 -the appellants filed an affidavit with the
Department of water Resources from Peter Mackey the operator
of a boatrental and fishing tackle business on Lake' Dunmore
regardi ng the: impact of the proposed encroachments

enerally, including their_inpact on fish habitat

?Appellants exhibit 12). The Mickey affidavit was not
orwarded to the District Fisheries. Biologist. for his review
and comment prior to the'issuance of the Vter Resources
Department's decisions on January 7, 1987.

In terms of protecting fish habitat, the Department of Fish
and wildlife IS prinmarily concerned with the cunulative

i npact of encroachnents ‘on the littoral zone. The littoral
zone consists of that portion of a |ake where sunlight
reaches the bottomin sufficient quantity to allow for the
growt h of aquatic vegetation. Lake punmore has a surface
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area of approximately 985 acres, 50% of which is in the
tlittoral zone. 1In. the vicinity of the proposed
encroachments, the |ittoral zone extends to those portions”
. of the Lake which are | ess than 15 or 20 feet deep, - -~
¥ N P
22,<In eval uating_any proposed encroachment fOr its potential — .
" impaét. on fish habitatMr. Callum considers the follow ng,.

- factors: (a) 'whether there i S any history Of fish spawning .
+in the area affected (b)..the physical - nature, of t%e
horeline and bottom.and (c) the, extent of shoreline: ' .7

“erosion.

J ) .

23. In the course of his eval uationof the encroachments
. ‘proposed by the appellants and by the Ois'; Mr. Callum
% determined that there iS No -record, of fish spawning having
.occurred in the area affected. Because the encroachnents
‘were constructed prior to his review of the site, M. Callum
was not able to evaluate the extent of shoreline erosion at
the properties in question. However, he evaluated shoreline.

erosion in the vicinity of the proposed encroachments as
~ "being "mniml."

4. - Mr, Callum's COMMi ents on each of the -appellants applications
(Appel lant exhibit 8) and on the application of the is"
" (Appellant exhibit 9) were identical and reflect a "generic

‘position™ on encroachnment generally and bulkheads (retarfning

wal | s)' specifically:-

- - All new retaining walls should be built.so not to
. encroach into the water of the.lake., 1If a wall is to
. be replaced it should be reconstructed in the exact
: -location as the old '"wall. ...
. . . .The Fish & Wildlife Departnment requests that ‘any
“construction into State Waters be deni ed because of the
- impact on the fisheries of the | ake.

5. “In terns of their impact on fishery habitat, there is no

‘scientific basis for disti n%uishi ng between the encroachnent
proposed by the Qis' and those proposed by the appellants..

26. The Departnent of Water Resour ces reached the fol | owi ng

concl usi on regarding the Qtisbul khead's inpact on, fish and’
wldlife habitat:

The District Fisheries Biologist reported the shoreline
‘waters ar € the most productive of the water (sic) on
the lake. This is the area you would al so find

sunfish, perch, and bass spawning. A so, all new
‘retaining walls shoul d be built so as not to'encroach
into the water of the lake. If a wall is to be
replaced, it should be reconstructed in the exact

| ocationas the old wall and be of material free of
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'Sllt and ‘material. harmful to the fisher:.es of the lake. -
He also indicated the Fish and Wildlife Department does
not oppose docks if built on posts or wheels and extend
.ont ovet'the water .(mo concrete or fill in the yasen).

o Evidence obtamed dur:.ng the investigation
ndicates the wall and .deck were constructed =
ssentiall An the, same location, or no more, ghan “4

een’ adversely affected,. The effect‘f on f£ish and,
‘wildlife habitat is considered to be minimal., "

7. . In its decision regarding the otis appl:.catmn, the’ .
ﬁDepartment of Water Resources concluded +that since the ,
. proposed bulkhead was replacing a previous bul khead and was"
"constructed: essentially in the same 1ocat10n or no NDre
t han 4' lakeward at the point of nBX|rnun encroachment," its
impact-on fish habitat is "mniml.

8. In its 'decision regarding the appellants applications, the |
Lo Department of Water -Resources concluded that each of .the
o propose&encroachrrent& adversely affected fish habi t at

because: . Ve
'\_r‘i.f I ‘(1) The extent of the _encroachments beyond ‘the mean water .
RTINS "léevel meant that. "inportant' fish habitat has been 1ost

due the wall and  deck construct:.on. "

‘7('2-)' "'I'he cumulat:.ve :.mpact impact of s:.mz.lar shorel:l.ne

~ construction could substantially reduce the hab:.tat
necessary to sustain the sources of :.ndlgenous f:.sh
_species.™ - - n

OPPORTUNITY‘FOR PARTIES TO FILE EXCEPTIONS OR REQUESTS

?he above preliminary f:md:.ngs of fact are: J.ssued in.,_ R
ccordance with 10 v.S.A. §905 by the ref eree appoi nt ed by. ‘the
Ssrnont Water Resources Board. All parties in interest to this
roceeding as identified above have the op?ortunity to file®
v || tceptions Or requests in response tO these i ndi ngs. ‘In order
> be considered by the WAater Resources Boar d any such exceptions
: requests must DE received at this office On or before May 6,
187, Al correspondence regarding this matter should D ne -
messed to the vermont WAter Resources Board; State' office

1ilding, Montpelier, Vermont.05602 . (telephone 828-2871) ..
Done this, 15th day' of april, 1987, at Montpelier, Vernont:
‘ " William A. Bartlett
Hearing Referee




